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Winter Dairying vs. Summer Dairying,
Cheese Milk Producers, North Mississippi
By D. W. PARVIN and T. E. TRAMEL
It has been pointed out many times
that a more uniform volume of milk
throughout the year would permit more
efficient operation of processing plants
and that part of this increased efficiency
would be passed on to farmers in the
form of higher prices for milk . However,
higher prices paid for milk during the
winter months has had little or no effect
on the seasonal production pattern .- 111
period
Mississippi. During the 7-year
almost 3 times as much milk
1938-1944,
was delivered to manufacturing plants in
Northwest Mississippi in May as in Jan-uary, 1 and during the period 1944-1948
there was no material changes in the sea-sonality of deliveries to milk plants. 2
On the surface it would appear that it
would be profitable for all farmers to alter their production pattern and to pro-duce a large proportion of their milk
during the winter months in order to take
advantage of higher prices. However, the
cost of producing milk during the win-ter is higher than during the summer
because of the heavier barn feeding re-quired. It is the margin between the high-er price and the higher cost in the winter
compared to the lower price and the lower cost in the summer on individual dairy
farms that is the major factor determining
whether or not it would be more profit-able to produce a larger proportion of
milk during the winter months.
The extent to which total production
would be increased or decreased by
changing the production pattern would
also be an important consideration. This
problem has not been studied in such a
manner as to show what changes the a·,-!Mississippi Ex periment Sta tion Bulletin , Num-ber 422.
2 Unpublished data, Agricultural Economic D e-partm ent, Mi ss iss ippi Experiment Station.

erage Mississippi producer of milk for
manufacturing purposes could expect in
profits per cow by altering his production
in order to produce a large proportion
of the annual production of milk during
the winter. This study is designed to
_provide such information.
Specifically the objectives of this study
are as follows:
1. To determine the relative profita-bility of varying degrees of seasonal production on farms producing m ilk for
manufacturing purposes.
2. To analyze factors affecting season-al production and to show their effect on
net returns.
3. To make general recommendations,
on the basis of the f;n<lings of this study,
as to the most profitaule production practices for producers of milk for manufac-turing purposes.

Method of Study
Records of deliveries to the two cheese
plants in the area were used as the basis
of selecting producers to include in the
study. Producers who had delivered milk
to the plants for over one year were clas-sified according to seasonality of production and three groups were selected for
study. Group 1 included those producers
who stressed summer production, group
2 those producers who were about aver-age with regard to seasonality of production, and group 3 those producers who
stressed winter production. Hereafter
“
group 1 will be referred to as "summer
produc“
producers," group 2 as "average
ers," and group 3 as “"winter producers."
Data for this study were obtained from
59 cheese milk producers in DeSoto,
Marshall and Tate counties by personal
interview for the year beginning June 1,
1948. Detailed information was obtained
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Investment per cow, 59 cheese milk producers, Memphis Milkshed, June 1948-May 1949.
Investment (dollars)
Quantity"
Winter
Average
Summer
Average j Winter
Summer
producer
- : - ~ - -- - - - - - - - ~p_r_od_u_c_er_s producers I producers producer producer
Per farm:
1,188
1,112
768
8.1
8.4
_____
5.6
---------------------·--------Milk cows 0 __________
1,075
1,308
951
33.3
37.6
_________
3 7.0
----------------------------·--------Land _ _________
267
127
148
--··-------·-------------------Buildings -__ ________________
23
42
21
Equipment __ --------------

Table 1.

I

Total __ ----------·-----------·----Per cow:
_____ ______
----------··---------·-------·---Milk cow —____
—
Land __ ---------·------------·----------··--________________
-·---·--·--Bulidings __ ····--·--···---·--_______ _
__ -------------------------·--Equipment _______

I

1.0
6.6

1.0

4.4

1.0
3.8

l

I

i

1,907

2,570

2,572

137
170
26
4

137
161
16
3

141
129
32
5

337
317
307
---·-------·-------·--····-Total __ ______________
Per hundredweight of milk
11
9
7
----------·----·---------produced ( total) ____________
•Number of cows; acres of 1·-a-nd7 .- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0Includes dry cows.

from each producer with regard to all
phases of the dairy enterprise. In order
to eliminate any effect variations in the
number of dairy animals raised might
have on net returns per cow, costs and re-turns were calculated for dairy cows
only. a Methods of calculating costs and
returns are given in Appendix J.
Resources Used
Although the average size herd inclu<l-ed in this study was small, the total in-vestment in cows and in resources used
by cows amounted to a sizable sum per
farm. Total investment varied from
$1907 per farm for summer producers to
$2572 per farm for winter producers (Ta-ble 1). Even though summer producers
had the lowest investment per farm, in-vestment per cow was higher-$337 com-pared to $317 for average producers and
$307 for winter producers. Investment
per hundredweight of milk was also high-est £or summer producers and lowest for
winter producers.

Cows: The number of cows per far,n
8 Includes

dry cows.

averaged 5.6 for summer producers, 8.1
for average producers and 8.4 for winter
producers. Cows were the most important
item of investment for winter producers
and the second most important item '.l f
investment for each of the other groups.
Most of the cows in all groups could be
classified as grade Jerseys of low quality .
The average value of all cows included in
this study was 21.5 percent below the
average value of cows on Grade A dairy
farms m the same area at the same time. ·•Land: Land was the most important
item of investment for summer producers
and average producers, and the second
most important item of investment for
winter producers. Investment in land and
cows accounted for approximately 90 per-cent of the total for each of the three
groups of producers. Investment in land
was high because of the relatively large
acreage grazed per cow. Investment in
land per cow varied from $170 for sum-mer producers to $150 for winter pro-ducers.
4 Unpublished
data ,
Experiment Station.
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Buildings: Investment in buildings was
a minor item on most fiarms studied. On
practically all farms the cows were milk-ed and fed in the general barn which was
also used to shelter other livestock and to
store feed for other livestock. Investment
in buildings averaged $26 per cow for
summer producers, $16 per cow for av-erage producers and $32 per cow for win-ter producers.
Equipment. Investment in equipment
used in milking cows and in handling
milk, feed, and manure was very low,
amounting to about $4 per cow for all
producers. Milk cans were the most im-portant item of investment in equipment,
accounting for over 50 percent of the total of all groups.
Labor: An average of 2 workers per
farm helped with milk production for
each of the 3 groups studied. Approximately two-thirds of the workers were
male and approximately two-thirds were
between 18 and 60 years of age.

5

average producers and $61.80 for winter
producers. All groups fed about the some
amount of roughage per cow, but sum-mer producers fed only about one-half as
much concentrates per cow as average
producers or winter producers. Home-grown concentrates were relatively unim-portant, accounting for an average of less
than 15 percent of the total fur all pro-ducers. Most concentrates purchased were
commercial mixtures. Hay and cottonseed hulls accounted for most of the
roughage fed.

Pasture: Pasture cost per cow averaged
$16.94 for summer producers, $17.72 for
average producers and $13.58 for winter
producers. Permanent pasture cost made
up the greatest part of total pasture cost
for all groups. Summer producers pastured 4.6 acres of open permanent pasture per cow, compared to 4.0 acres for
average producers and 3.2 acres for win-ter producers. Average producers had
made some improvement on about 70
percent of the total permanent pasture
COSTS AND RETURNS PER COW
acreage, while summer producers and
Costs
winter producers had made some im-Practically all labor used in milk pro-- provement on only about 40 percent of
duction was furnished by the farm fam-- the total permanent pasture acreage. Most
ily; therefore, it was thought that returns improved permanent pasture 5 had been
to labor per cow would be more mean-- seeded to lespedeza only or seeded to les-ingful than net returns per cow. For this pedeza and mineralized with lime. In
reason a charge for labor spent in taking addition to utilizing more permanent pascare of cows was not included in calcu-- ture per cow, summer producers also uti-lating cost. All items included in cal-- lized more woodland pasture per cow,
culating total cost represent cash expen- 1.9 acres compared to less than .5 acres
ditures, items that could have been sold, fur the other two groups. Temporary win-or items that would have to be replaced ter pasture was an important source of
because of depreciation.
grazing for winter producers only, .3
Total cost per cow amounted to $97 acres per cow. Temporary summer pasfor summer producers, $121 for average ture was relatively unimportant for all
producers and $117 for winter producers groups.
(Table 2). Feed and pasture were the
5 Pasture seeded or fertilized in the 5 years im-most important items of cost, accounting
mediately preceding the study. The average acre
for an average of approximately two-- of
improved pasture had been seeded witr. 23.6
thirds of the total for all producers.
pounds of lespedeza and .3 pound of other seed,
Feed: Feed cost per cow averaged and mineralized with 506 pounds of lime, 66
pounds of basic slag and 4 pounds of other min-$43.90 for summer producers, $63.21 for erals.
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Total cost per cow, 59 cheese milk producers, Memphis Milkshed, June 1948-May 1949.
Cost
Quantity
Winter
Average
Winter
Average
Summer
Summer
producers I producers I producers producers I producers producers
Item
Dollars
Dollars
Dollars
Feed:
Pound
Pound
Pound
_________ _ 375
28.13
Commercial mixtures _____
34.78
12.37
1056
859
_______ _ 186
6.12
Other purchased feed " __
8.06
6.66
174
231
4.21
_________ _ 115
1.02
Home grown feed* " ___
2.60
180
41
Table 2.

I

Total concentrates _____
-----------·-Hay
_________
___
-------------------------------------Cottonseed hulls _______
-------------------____
Other" 0 -- ------------------------------

--

676
1484
711
126

Total roughage -------------- 2321
Total feed --------------------------------··---Acre
Pasture:**""
1.8
__
Improved permanent ---------2.8
Unimproved permanent ------.I
Temporary sumn1er —
---------Temporary winter -------------------1.9
Woodland --- ------------------- -·----— ----Total pasture —
-------------------Building"~""*" ---------------- ------------------Equipment"""""" -- -------------------------Cow cost• ••••• ----------------------------Miscellaneous cost"" """" -----

6.6

I

1328
981
1372
41

1213
1414
950
65

21.63
17.53
4.03
.71

43.86
11.34
7.72
.29 -

38.46
17.48
5.33
.53

2394

2429

22.27
43.90

19.35
63.21

23.34
61.80

9.13
5.85
.69

6.59
3.97

1.27

14.20
2.51
.32
.42
.27

16.94
5.06
1.34
15.06
15.12

17.72
3.99
1.45
15.99
18.61

13.58
5.97
1.24
16.10
17.75

Acre
2.8
1.2

*** 'IHl

Acre
1.3
1.9

1

.4

.3
.3

4.4

3.8

*****

2.82
.20

116.94
120.97
97.42
--------------------------------—
Total . cost -----------" Primarily cottonseed meal.
..,Primarily corn .
.. •Includes 25 and 75 pounds of silage converted to r.ay equivalent for average and winter pro-ducres, respectively; crushed corn cobs and shucks mak e up the balance.
HHS'ee Appendix II, table I for average cost per acre.
•••••Less than .05 acres.
HHHSee Appendix II, tables 2, 3, 4, and 5 for detail s.

Buildings
Building and equipment:
and equipment were minor items of co~t
on farms producing milk for manufacturing purposes. Building cost per cow
averaged $5.06 for summer producers,
$3.99 for average producers and $5.97 for
winter producers. Equipment cost was
much less, averaging less than $2.00 per
cow.
Cow cost: There was little difference
in cow cost between the three groups, varying from $15.06 per cow for summer
producers to $16.10 per cow for winter
producers. Cow depreciation constituted
about 60 percent of cow cost for all

groups, and interest on investment m
cows the balance.
Miscellaneous cost: Miscellaneous cost
per cow averaged $15.12 for ~ummer pro-ducers, $18.61 for average producers and
$17.75 for winter producers. Milk haul-ing was the most important of the mis-cellaneous cost items accounting for an
average of about 50 percent of the tot:il
for all producers. Other important miscellaneous expenses included hauling feed
and cows, breeding fees and cost of keeping bulls, disinfectant, spray and clean-ing materials, strainer pads and veterinary fees and medicine.
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Returns
Total returns per cow were $110 for
summer producers, $138 for average pro-ducers and $155 for winter producers
(Table 3). Difference in the value uf
milk per cow accounted for almost all of
the variation between groups, since credits per cow for calves and manure were
about the same for each group.
Milk: The value of milk produced
represented the greater part of total re-turns, accounting for more than 90 per-cent of the total for all groups. The value
of milk produced per cow amounted to
$100 for summer producers, $127 for av-erage producers and $144 for winter pro-ducers. More stress was placed on commercial milk production as the proportion of milk produced during the winter
months increased. Milk produced per
cow was 1106 pounds higher for winter
producers than for summer producen,
and winter producers sold 80 percent of
the milk produced compared to 74 per-cent for average producers and 65 percent
for summer producers.

summer producers to $6.76 per cow for
average producers.
Calves: The value of calves produced
per cow averaged $4.95 for summer pro-ducers and for average producers and
$4.80 for winter producers.
Returns to labor per cow: Since a
charge for labor is not included in total
cost, the difference between total returns
and total costs represents the net return
to the operator and his family for labor
and managemen t. 0 Returns to labor per
cow amounted to $37.98 for winter producers compared to $17.30 for average
producers and $12.64 for summer produ-cers.
Costs and Returns per Hundredweight

of Milk

Total cost per hundredwe ight of milk
averaged $3.24 for summer producers,
$3.27 for average producers, and $2.84 for
winter producers (Table 4 ). Average
producers had considerably higher costs
per cow, but production per cow wa5
also higher. This resulted in these two
groups of producers having about the
same cost per hundredwe ight of milk.
On the other hand, winter producers had

Manure: Although manure is not usually sold it does have a value in terms
of fertility and organic matter. Credit for
manure varied from $5.11 per cow, for

Milk
Milk
Milk

6 rn this study an average of 177 hours of labor
was used per cow.

Receipts and returns to labor per cow, 59 cheese milk producers, Memphis Milkshed, June
1948-May 1949.
Value
Quantity
Winter
Average
Summer
Average
Summer
Winter
producers
producers
producers producers
producers producers
Dollars
Dollars
Dollars
Pounds
Pounds
Pounds
117 .00
95 .65
67.23
3289
2729
- -------- 1961
sold ---------------------15.71
14.61
19.09
________
485
458
610
used In the home —
11.02
16.30
13.68
fol to calves _______________
340
51 I
437
------ —____

Table 3.

Ttcm

7

I

I

I

I

100.00
5.11
4.95

126.56
6.76
4.95

143.73
6.39
4.80

----------Total returns -------------------Less total cost ________ --------—

110.06
97.42

138.27
120.97

154.92
116.94

Return s to labor ----------------

12.64

17.30

37.98

Total milk ----------------------_-Credit for manure ---------------Credit for calves ---------------------------

3008

3698

4114

8
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Table 4.

Costs and returns per hundredweight of milk, 59 cheese milk producers, Memphis Milkshed,
June 1948-May 1949.
Producer group
Summer I Average I Winter I Summer
Average I W'lnter
Doi.
Percent of total

I

Feed:
Concentrates 1
Roughage 2 _______________
_,, _____ ,, __ _
_
Total feed ____
Pasture __ ___
Buildings _
. .
Equipment __ _ _ _ _ _ __
Cow cost _
Miscellaneous cost
Total costB ________________
____________________
__

.72
.75

1.19
.52

.94
.57

22.2
23.1

36.4
15.9

33.1
20.1

1.47
.56
.17
.04
.50
.50

1.71
.48
.04
.43
.50

1.51
.33
.15
.04
.39
.42

45.3
17.3
5.2
1.2
15.5
15.5

52.3
14.7
3.4
1.2
13.1
15.3

53.2
11.6
5.3
1.4
13.7
14.8

.II

3.24

3.27

2.84

Receipts:
Milk 4 - - - - - - --------------- ---- 3.33
Manure _ _
_ _ _ _ ___________________ .17
Calves ____
______ _________________ _ .16

100.0

100.0

100.0

3.43
.18
.13

3.49
.16
.12

91.0
4.6
4.4

91.7
4.8
3.5

92.6
4.2
3.2

Total receipts ---------------------____
---------Less total costs ------------------------------

3.74
3.27

2.84

3.77

100.0

100.0

100.0

3.66
3.24

___
Returns to labor --------------------------.47
.42
.93
1 Concentrates fed per hundredweig
ht of milk were 22.5 lbs., 35.9 lbs., and 29.5 lbs. for summer,
average, and winter producers, respectively.
2 Roughages fed per
hundredweig ht of milk were 77.2 lbs., 64.7 lbs., and 59.0 lbs. for summer,
average, and winter producers, respectively.
S,Not including a charge for labor. If a charge of 40 cents per hour of labor were included, total
cost per 100 pounds of milk produced would amount to $4.44 for winter producers, $5.29 fnr
average
producers and $5.93 for summer producers. Labor used per cow averaged 202 hours, 187 hours
and
165 hou rs respectively, for sum ·11er, average and winter producers.
4 Tncludes milk used
in the home and fed to calves as well as that sold.

slightly lower costs per cow than average
producers and greater production per
coN. This resulted in their having the
lowest cost per hundredwe ight of milk.
Total returns per hundredwe ight of
milk were slightly higher for winter producers than for the other two group~,
$3.77 compared to $3.74 for average pro-ducers and $3.66 for summer producers.
Returns to labor per hundredwe ight of
milk were considerably higher for winter
producers than for the other two group~.
This resulted in part from the highe~
returns, but ma-inly from the lower cost
of production.

Analysis of Variations
in Net Returns
The greater part of the higher net returns per cow and per hundredwe ight ol
milk for winter producers when compared to average producers and summer
producers cannot be accounted for by the
higher prices received for milk during
the winter months. It is true that winter
producers sold a much greater percentage of their total annual sales during the
months in which prices received for milk
were highest than did average producers
or summer producers (Table 5). How-ever, the variation in the average price
received for all milk sold during the year

t
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was not great, $3.56 for winter producers, $3.51 for average producers and $3.45
for summer producers (Table 3) . There-fore, only $2.06 7 of the $20.68 difference
in net returns per cow between winter
producers and average producers and
only $4.52 8 of the $25.34 difference in
net returns per cow between winter pro-ducers and summer producers can be ex-plained by the higher average price
received by winter producers.
Higher production per cow and the ef-ficiency with which that production was
obtained were the primary factors affectmg net returns. Winter producers produced 11 percent more milk per cow, at
less cost per cow, than did average pro-ducers, and 37 percent more milk per cow
than summer producers with only 20 percent increase in cost. An analysis of herd
management practices should indicate the
major factors responsible for these variations in production and production efficiency.
There is considerable variation in the
inherent productive capacity of cows, and
this may have had some influence on the
difference in production between the
three groups of producers. However, i£
we can assume that the value placed on
cows is a good measure of their inherent
nroductive capacity, the differences among
the three groups were small. The average value of cows per head was $137 fur
summer producers and for average pro-ducers and $141 for winter producers.
Heavier feedings of concentrates were
partially responsible for the higher rate
of production per cow for average pro-ducers when compared to summer pro-ducers. Average producers fed about
twice as much concentrates per cow as
summer producers; both fed about the
same amount of roughage per cow.
7 4114 pounds of milk times the 5 cents higher
price.
8 4114 pounds of milk times the 11 cents high-er price.

9

Higher production per cow for winter
producers when compared to average pro-ducers cannot be attributed to heavier
feeding. Average producers fed 9.5 per-cent more concentrates per cow and 1.4
percent less roughage per cow than did
winter producers. Although winter pro-ducers fed less concentrates per cow than
average producers, they fed slightly more
during the winter months in which graz-ing was limited (Table 5). Moreover,
from the standpoint 0£ cost and quality,
winter producers were feeding a better
ration. Commercial mixtures, which are
generally recognized as being more ex-pensive than home-grown feeds mixed
with a protein supplement, made up 80
percent of concentrates fed by average
producers compared to 71 percent for
winter producers. Cottonseed hulls, '.I
low quality roughage when compared to
hay, consituted 57 percent of the rough-age fed. by average producers compared
to 39 percent for winter producers.
Total pasture cost per cow was less for
winter producers than for summer producers or average producers, even though
the amount of winter grazing provided
per cow amounted to .3 acres for winter
producers compared to an insignificant
amount for average producers and none
for summer producers. The higher cost
for summer producers and average pro-ducers was due to a larger acreage of
summer pasture per cow, which was eith-er the result of pasture of lower capacity
or the management of pasture (Table 2).
Reference to table 5 will show that
winter producers not only produced more
milk per cow during the winter months
than summer producers and average producers but that they also produced more
milk per cow each· month during the
year. The comparison of feeding and
grazing practices above indicates that
summer producers brought their cows out
of the winter in much poorer condition
than winter producers and consequently

0

Seasonal variations in milk prices, milk sold per cow, concentrates fed, roughage fed, and freshenings, 59 cheese milk producers, Memphis Milk-shed, June 1948-May 1949.
Av.or
Item
A
s
Total
D
M
F
0
M
N
A
Average prices paid
producers for 100
lbs. of milk 1 ______
3.62 2
3.94
3.25
3.33
4.07
3.45
3.27
3.97
3.63
3.65
3.46
4.07
3.29
3
Milk sold per cow
Summer producers -__ _________ 270
4
228
15
57
292
184
295
1961.
137
33
97
307
Average producers ___ _______ 335
353
309
227
128
370
91
107
151
227
90
346
2729
Winter producers _____________ 304
355
403
350
284
181
~00
183
362
158
3289
204
264
Milk sold as a percent of annual sales
S'ummer producers ___
15.2
16.0
15.5
11.5
6.6
1.5
.2
.7
2.7
4.7
16.1
9.3
100.0
Average producers ___
13.0
13.6
11.2
8.1
4.5
3.2
3.2
3.8
100.0
5.4
8.3
------------------------- 12.4
13.2
Winter producers
9.2
11.0
12.6
11.0
8.8
6.1
5.4
5.4
4.8
6.2
8.1
11.5
100.0
Concentrates fed per cow in pounds 3
Summer producers -------------------------42
39
38
41
47
65
77
80
66
85
676
70
43
Average producers ............................
93
97
93
91
115
139
135
145
118
120
104
95
1328
Winter producers ------------------------—
72
73
71
74
73
124
141
146
127
126
108
1213
74
Roughage fed per cow in pounds3
Summer producers -------------------------10
11
11
31
102
210
468
483
452
408
230
37
2321
Average producer ____
11
12
14
84
144
275
419
523
427
322
175
2394
50
Winter producers
20
19
24
32
Ill
276
450
499
417
442
129
25
2429
Cows fre shening as a percent of the average number of cows
Summer producers
2
5
1
12
28
10
25
17
100
Average producers ---------1
2
4
2
3
8
15
24
5
24
11
99
Winter producers ---------------------------8
5
2
2
4
6
11
2
9
11
21
15
96
1 Adjusted to the normal seasonal movement.
2
Simple average. It represents the average annual price that would be received if a producer marketed the same amount of milk each month during
the year .
3 Monthly figures will not add to the annual total because of variations in cow numbers by months.
Table 5.
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they were unable to build their produc-tion up to as high a level during the sum-mer months.
The seasonal freshening pattern is re-lated directly to the amount of milk pro-duced during the winter months and to
a lesser extent to the total amount of milk
produced annually per cow. A recent
study based on lactation records in 12
states showed the following percentage
of milk produced each month of the lac-tation period: first month, 5.7; second
month, 13.1; third month, 12.3; fourth
month, 11.3; fifth month 10.5; sixth
month, 9.8; seventh month, 9.1; eighth
month, 8.3; ninth month, 7.4; tenth
month, 6.0; eleventh month, 3.9 and
twelth month, 2.0. 9 Based on these data,
cows freshening from June through No-vember would produce 63 percent more
milk during the period when production
is normally lowest (November through
February) than cows freshening from December through May. Moreover, it is
generally agreed that cows freshening in
the late summer and early fall receive an
added stimulus to production when green
grazing becomes available in the spring;
this is not as effective for cows that are
in the early stage or in the late stage of
their lactation period. An observation of
table 5 will show that winter producers
had a better freshening pattern than av-erage producers and that average producers had a better freshening pattern than
summer producers. Winter producers
had 23 percent of their cows fresheningfrom June through November compare;]
to 14 percent for average producers and
8 percent for summer producers.
The rate of replacement of unsound
cows and low producers is an important
factor affecting the average production
per cow in individual herds. It is estimated that an average of 20 percent of the
9 Woodward, T. E., Some Studies of Lactation
Record s, Journal of Dairy Science, 1945.
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cows in dairy herds are replaced annual-ly. Winter producers replaced 23 .percent

of their cows during the year studieJ
compared to 10 percent for average pro-ducers (Table 6). Because of• the higher
replacement rate, winter producers prob-ably replaced a larger proportion of their
low-producing cows than did average
producers and this probably accounted for
a part of the higher proportion obtained
per cow.
Balanced Dairy Management Practices
The higher net returns of winter pro-ducers when comparetl to average pro"ducers and summer producers was the
result of a slight improvement in all
management practices, not the result of
pushing one practice to the limit. Reference to the preceding section will show
that winter producers had the highest
production and highest net returns be-cause they followed better feeding and
grazing practices, had more late summrr
and early fall freshenings, replaced a larger percentage of their unsound cows
and low producers, had better cows and
sold a bigger percentage of their annual
sales during the winter when prices were
highest.
The results obtained from emphasizing
one phase of dairy management without
corresponding improvements in other dairy management practices are likely to l·e
disappointing, and in some cases profits
may actually be reduced. For example,
when the 59 producers included in th:s
study were divided into two groups on
the basis of the amount of total digesti-ble nutrients fed per cow, it was found
that the heaviest feeders produced 511
pounds more milk per cow; however, total cost increased more than total receipts which resulted in the heavy feeders
having lower net returns than the light
feeders ( Appendix IIT, Table 1). Ap-parently heavy barn feeding without re-gard to the capacity of cows to produr:e
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milk without corresponding improvements
in other practices is not a profitable proce-dure to follow in increasing winter pro-duction and total production per cow.
Likewise, either improving the freshening

pattern or the quality of cows alone is
likely to increase profits very little unless
corresponding improvements are made in
feeding, grazing and other management
practices. See Appendix III, table 2 and 3.

Table 6. Rate of replacement of milk cows, 59 cheese milk producers, Memphis Milkshed, June 1948May 1949.

I

Summer
producers
Item
-----···------------------------------------ 118
Number of cows June 1, 1948 _____
-----------------------·-------------------- llO
Number of cows, June I, 1949 _____
-8
-------—
--------------· ________ —
Increase or decrease -----------------------Addition to the herd:
18
_·------------------------------------____________________
___ ___
Heifers freshening _____
2
__ - ------------------------------------··------- ____
------Cows purchased ----------20
------ -—-— —
--------------------------------------------------------------Total additions —
0
Number used to increase size of l,_erd ---------------------------------___________________________ _ 20
Number used for replacements ----17
_-------------------------------------Percent replaced during the year —

Average
producers
164
169

5

18
3

21

5

16

IO

Winter
producers
166

177
11

26

23

49
11
38

23

CHEESE MILK STUDY SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This study was made to determine the
relative profitability of winter dairying
and summer dairying on farms producing
Grade A milk.
Producers who had delivered milk to
a cooling station in the area for a year
or more were classified as to seasonality
of production, and three groups were cho-sen for study. Those producers having
the greatest amount of seasonality were
termed “"summer producers"; those hav-ing seasonality of production about the
same as the average for the area were
termed "average producers"; and those
having little or no seasonality of produt-producers."”
“
tion were termed "winter
Data necessary for the study were ob-tained by personal interview with 58 pro-ducers of Grade A milk in Pike, Amite,
and Lincoln counties for the year beginning June 1, 1948. Costs and returns
were calculated for dairy cows only. This
was necessary in order to eliminate any
effect resulting from the inclusion of oth-er dairy animals.

Total investment in dairy cows and in
resources used by dairy cows averaged
approximately $6,000 per farm, $400 per
cow and $9.00 per hundredweight of milk
produced. Cows and land used by cows
were the most important items of invest-ment, accounting for approximately threefourths of the total. Winter producers
had a lower investment per cow and per
hundredweight of milk produced than
did average producers and summer pro-ducers. Cows per farm averaged 15.7,
15.0, and 17.4 for summer, average, and
winter producers, respectively.

"
Total cost per cow for the year (June
summer
for
1948-May 1949) was $194
producers, $237 for average producers,
and $218 for winter producers. Total
cost per hundredweight of milk was
$5.00 for summer producers, $4.96 for
average producers, and $4.55 for winter
producers. Feed was the most important
cost item and accounted for an average
of 55 percent of the total.

Insert Page 12 Circular 165 Mississippi Agricultural Experiment Station, dated No-vember 1951. This Summary and Conclusions replaces the similar section printed
in the circular.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This study was made for the purpose
of determining the profitability of winter
dairying compared to summer dairying
on farms producing milk for manufacturing purposes and of analyzing factors
affecting seasonal production.
Producers who had delivered milk to
cheese plants for over one year were clas-sified according to seasonality of production and three groups were selected for
study. Group 1 included those having
the greatest seasonality of production,
group 2 those who were about average
with regard to seasonality of production,
and group 3 those having the least sea-sonality of production. Group 1 is re-producers," group
ferred to as "summer
“
2 as “"average producers" and group 3 as
“"winter producers."
Data for this study for the year be-ginning June 1, 1948, were obtained from
59 cheese milk producers in DeSoto, Marshall and Tate counties by personal interview. In order to eliminate any effect variations in the number of dairy
animals raised for replacement or sale
might have on net returns per cow, costs
and returns were calculated for dairy
cows only.
Total investment in cows and m re-sources used by cows varied from $1 907
per farm for summer producers to $2572
per farm for winter producers. Even
though summer producers had the lowest
investment per farm, investment per cow
was higher, $337 compared to $317 for
average producers and $307 for winter
producers. Summer producers also had
the highest investment per hundred-weight of milk produced . Land and
cows were the most important items of
investment, accounting for approximately
90 percent of the total for each of the
three groups of producrrs. The numher

of cows per farm averaged 5.6 for sum-mer producers, 8.1 for average producers
and 8.4 for winter producers.
Practically all labor used in milk pro-duction was furnished by the farm fam-ily; therefore, it was thought that returns
to labor per cow would be more mean-ingful than net returns pet cow. For
this reason a charge for labor spent in
taking care of cows was not included in
calculating total cost per cow. Total cost
per cow for the year amounted to $97
for summer producers, $121 for average
producers and $117 for winter producers.
Feed and pasture were the most important items of cost, accounting for approx-imately two-thirds of the total for all pro-ducers.
Total returns per cow for the year were
$110 for summer producers, $138 for av-erage producers, and $155 for winter producers. Differences in the value of milk
produced accounted fer almost all of the
variations between groups.
Since a charge for labor is not included
in total cost, the difference between total
returns and total costs represents net returns to the operator and his family for
labor and management. Returns to labor
per cow amounted to $38 for winter pro-ducers as compared to $17 for average
producers and $13 for summer producers.
Total cost per hundredweight of milk
prod uced averaged $3.24 for summer pro-ducers, $3.27 for average producers and'
$2.84 for winter producers. Winter pro-ducers had the highest returns to labor
and management per 100 pounds of milk,
$0.93 compared to $0.47 for average producers and $0.42 for summer producers.
The greater part of the higher returns
to labor per cow and per hundredweight
of milk for winter producers when compared to summer producers and average

SUMMARY AND CONOLUSIONS-Continued
—
producers was not due to the higher pric-es received during the winter months, but
to the higher annual production per cow
and the greater efficiency with which
milk was produced. Winter producers
not only produced more milk per cow
during the winter months, but they also
produced more milk per cow each month
during the year. A comparison of feed-ing and grazing practices indicates that
summer producers brought their cows
out of winter in much poorer condition
than winter producers and consequently
were unable to build their production up
to as high a level during the summer
months. A higher rate of replacement of
unsound cows and low producers, more
late summer and early fall freshenings
and slightly better cows were other fac-tors contributing to the higher produc-tion per cow and higher returns to labor
for winter producers.
Results obtained from emphasizing one
phase of dairy management without cor-responding improvements in other dairy
management practices are likely to be dis-appointing and in some cases profits may
actually be reduced. For example, the
results of this study indicate that heavy
barn feeding without regard to the productive capacity of cows and without
corresponding improvements in other
management practices, is not a profitable procedure to follow in increasing win-ter production and total production per
cow. Actually the higher net return of
winter producers when compared to av--

erage producers and summer producers
was the result of a little improvement in
several management practices, and not
the results of pushing one practice to the
limit.
Results of this study indicate that the
average producer of milk for manufacturing purposes could increase profits by:
( 1) improving the quality of the herd by
raising an adequate number of better re-placements for low producers and un-sound cows ( approximately 20 percent of
the cows in dairy herds are replaced each
year); (2) maintaining cows in better
physical condition during the winter
months by heavier barn feedings, especi-ally roughage, and by providing winter
grazing in order to produce more milk
during the winter and to have cows in
better shape to produce milk when the
supply of cheap grazing is most plentiful;
(3) reducing the per unit cost of feed
and pastures by feeding more home-produced concentrates aud roughages and by
increasing the carrying capacity of perm-anent pastures in some cases and by heav-ier stocking of understocked pasture in
other cases; ( 4) having a larger percen-tage of cows freshening during the late
summer and early fall in order to produce more milk during the winter
months as well as to increase total production. These improvements in dairy
management must be made in conjunction with each other if maximum returns
are to be obtained.
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Total returns were $230, $285, and
$289 per cow and $5.94, $5.95, and $6.04
per hundredweight of milk for summer,
average, and winter producers, respec-tively. Returns from the sale of milk
constituted an average of 86 percent of
total returns. The difference between total returns and total cost, excluding a
charge for labor, represents the returns
to labor and management. Returns to
labor and management were $36, $48,
and $71 per cow and $0.94, $0.99, and
$1.49 per hundredweight of milk for
summer, average, and winter producers.
Only to a very limited extent may dif-ferences in net returns be attributed to
the proportion of the total production
sold during the winter months at higher
prices. Most of the differences must be
attributed to variations in total produc-tion and in the efficiency with which the
production was obtained. Production per
cow for both winter and average produc-ers was essentially the same, 4,789 pounds
and 4,791 pounds, while production per
cow for summer prod 1 1cers was only
3,871 pounds.
Winter producers obtained the same
production per cow as average producers
at less cost because of better management
practices. They ( 1) had more cows freshen during the late summer and early fall,
(2) replaced more of th~ inefficient produceh, and (3) had a better balance be-tween hand-fed feeds and available graz-ing. Summer producers had the lowest
net returns per cow because of poor man-agement practices in most phases of the
dairy enterprise. They ( 1) fed the low--
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est quantity of hand-fed feeds, (2) had
the fewest cows freshen during the late
summer and early fall, (3) had the smallest acreage of temporary winter pasture,
and ( 4) replaced less than the usual pro-portion of cows on hand at the beginning
of the year.
Results of this study indicate that dai-rying in the area could be made more
profitable by better management in sev-eral phases of the dairy enterprise, es-pecially by having a better balance between concentrates and roughages fed. It
must be pointed out, however, that the
full benefit of an improvement in one
practice will not be realized unless im-provements are also made in other practices. The following recommendations
are made for increasing net returns from
dairying in this area: ( 1) have a large
percentage of the herd freshen during the
late summer and early fall as this has a
tendency to increase total production in
addition to increasing the proportion of
the total that would be sold during the
winter months when prices are highest;
(2) cull more of the inefficient producers,
thereby lowering the cost per hundred
pounds of milk produced; (3) feed larger
quantities of a good quality roughage in
order to reduce concentrates fed and to
lower feed costs; and ( 4) provide a sufficient amount of good quality grazing
throughout the year as nutrients are us-ually cheaper in the form of grazing than
in the form of hand-fed feeds. It is im-portant in this connection, however, to
strike a proper balance between hand-fed
feeds and available grazing.

APPENDIX I
Methods Used In Calculating Investment, Costs, And Returns
A.

Investment per cow:
1. Cows: Based on producer estimates
or value of cows in the herd.
2. Land: Acreage of pasture land used
by dairy cows was calculated by prorating

the total acreage on an animal unit basis
between dairy cows and other livestock
(including other dairy cattle). Investment
in pasture land was based on producer
estimates of value per acre and the num--
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ber of acres used by dairy cows. Only
one-half the value of land double-cropped
was included in the investment. Wood-land pasture was valued for grazing pur-poses.

ment cost. Interest was calculated at 5
percent on one-half of replacement cost.
Taxes were computed in the same man-ner as taxes on pasture land. Insurance
costs were those reported by producers.

3. Buildings: Investment in buildings
was calculated by using replacement cost
depreciated to date by the straight-line
method of depreciation. Inves tment in
buildings used jointly with other livestock
was prorated on the basis of the proportion that was used by da·iry cows.

4. Equipment: Equipment costs were
calculated in the same manner as build-ing costs, except that there were no taxes,
and repairs OP.. equipment were calculated
at 5 percent of replacement cost.

4. Equipment: Calculated in the same
manner as the investment in buildings.

B.

Cost per cow:
1. Feed: Based on producer estimates
of quantities fed to dairy cows and aver-age prices in the area.
2. Pasture: Based on the acres of each
type -of pasture used by dairy cows and
the annual cost of each type of pastme
per acre. In calculating pasture costs, b-bor cost was calculated at the prevailing
wage rate of 40 cents per hour; machin-ery costs and fencing costs were based on
farm management cost studies; seed and
fertilizer costs were calculated by using
average prices in the area; interest was
calculated at 5 percent on the investment
in pasture land; tax levies as listed in the
counties included in the study served as
the basis for computing taxes. In calcu-lating the cost of improved permanent
pasture the annual charge for fertilize15,
seeds, and land preparations was based
on the average annual cost for these items
during the five-year period preceding the
year studied. In addition, annual cos:s
of improved pasture includes mowing,
fencing, interest and taxes.'"
3. Buildings: Building costs includes
depreciation, repairs, interest, ta xes and
insurance. The annual charge for depreciation was calculated by the straight-line
method. Charges for repairs were based
on farm management cost studies and
were calculated at 3 percent of replace--

5. Cow cost: Includes interest on the
investment in cows and depreciation. In-terest was calculated at 5 percent of the
average value of cows in herds. Depre-ciation was based on the replacement
rate and the difference between the value
of cows added to the herd and the value
of cows sold for slaughter. It was assumed that a 20 percent replacement rat~
would be necessary in order to maintain
the herd.
6. Miscellaneous: Computed from in-formations received from producers as to
these costs, or physical quantities of mis-cellaneous items used. In the latter case,
average prices for items in the area were
used in the computation.

C.

Receipts per cow:

1. Milk: In calculating returns from
milk, the amount and value of milk
sold by each producer was obtained from
the cheese plant to which he sold. There
was an abnormal seasonal movement in
prices paid producers for milk during the
period studied. Prices received during
the winter months decreased ,instead of
increasing. It was necessary, therefore, t0
adjust the prices received by farmers to
the normal seasonal movement if the stu-dy were to show the true relationship be-tween the seasonal variations in produc-tion and net returns per cow. The normal
seasonal movement used in adjusting the
monthly prices was based on the average
prices paid producers each month at one
of the cheese plants in the area for the

...

15

MISSISSIPPI AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION CIRCULAR 165

and was calcuperiod, 1940-1949,
10-year
lated by the moving-average method of
computing seasonal movements. Milk used in the home and fed to calves was
valued at the adjusted monthly price, less
hauling charges. See table 1 for actu:,I
prices and adjusted prices.
2. Manure: Estimated value of the
amount spread on the fields.

3. Calves: Estimated value at about
one week old, or the cash received if sold
prior to that age.
D. Returns to labor per cow:
Receipts per cow minus cost per cow
(not including a charge for labor). This
measure of income shows the net earn-mgs of the farm family per cow for labor,
and management.

Prices received by farmers for milk compared with prices adjusted to the normal seasonal
movement.
Av.
M
A
M
F
D
N
s 0
A
Prices
J
J
$4.07 4.16 4.30 4.29 4.09 3.87 3.82 3.49 3.04 2.82 2.71 2.72 3.62
Actual
$3.25 3.33 3.45_ 3.63 3.94 4.07 4.07 3.97 3.65 3.46 3.29 3.27 3.62
Adjusted

Table I.

APPENDIX II
COST CALCULATIONS
Pasture cost per acre, 59 cheese milk producers, Memphis Milkshed, June 1948-May 1949.
Temporary
Temporary
Unimproved
Improved
winter
Woodland
su1n1ner
permanent
permanent
Item
Do!.
Doi.
Doi.
Doi.
Doi.
6.45
2.69
Seed _
I.67
.34
7.08
____
.39
Fertilizer
Labor __
.56
1.04
.16
.90
I.59
____
.24
Power -.45
.55
____
.09
Equipment -.22
Fencing __
.22
.35
.35
.35
__
Taxes ~
.10
.02
.09
.13
---------------- .16
1. 13
1.18
____ 2.01
1.61
.30
Interest on land -----------------l 4.39
10.20
2.09
0.67
____ 5.07
Totall -- -----------------------820
183
JI
70
879
Acres based on
Table I.

I

I

1 Based on tractor power. For mule power the co rrespond in g cost figures wou ld be $5.43, $2.09,
$0.67, $17.27 and $ 11.55.

Table 2. Equipment cost per cow, 59 cheese
milk producers, Memphis Milkshed, June 1948-

I

I

May 1949.

Item
Depreciation
Repairs
Interest
Taxes
Insurance
T otal

Summer
prod ucers
Doi.
1.96
1.60
1.33
.17

Average Winter
producers prod uccrs
Doi.
Doi.
2.35
1.66
1.86
1.18
1.55
.98
.21
.17

Table 3. Building cost per cow, 59 cheese milk
producers, Memphis Milkshed, June 1948-Mav
1949.

Item
Depreciation
Repa irs
Interest
Total

5.06

3.99

5.97

I

-------------------

I

Summer
prod ucers
Doi.
0.89
.30
.15
1.34

I
I

Average Winter
producers producers
Doi.
Doi.
1.05
1.03
.46
.2 8
.23
.1 4
1.45

1.74
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Table 4. Miscellaneous cost per cow, 59 cheese milk producers, Memphis Milkshed, June 1948-May
1949.
__________
Summer
Average
Winter
producers
producers
producers
Doi.
Doi.
Doi.
Milk hauling ________
6.28
8.73
10.52
Other hauling - - - - - · · · ···········•
2.43
5.40
·······-·······················-···
1.70
Breeding fees 1
2.82
___
.92
1.73
Disinfectant, spray and cleaning materials ···············-········· .95
.93
.96
Strainer pads ··----········ ·············· ··············
.85
,.83
·---.79
Veterinary and medicine ______
············- --.28
.45
.42
Feed grinding _______
·············· ·············· ············-- -----.22
.04
.32
Salt ___________
.. ··· · · · · · - - - - .47
.54
-----····
.51
············
Auction charges ____
··-----···· ····
.37
.31
····································
.28
Electricity __
......................... ···························
·····-·····
·················· .06
.25
.41
Other .. ·······························-········
.39
······················
.21
··
··-···············
.11
Total .......................
15 .12
18.6 1
17.75
1 Includes the cost of keeping
bulls for th ese farmers having bull s. The breed ing fees are low be-cause many farmers obtained breeding services from neighbor witr.out cost.
Item

Table 5.

Depreciation and interest charges per cow, 59 cheese milk producers, Memphis Milkshed,
__________________________ June 1948-May 1949.

Summer
producers
Doi.
Inventory value of cows, June 1, 1948 ····················
828
_ -····-··
Plus value of cows purcr.ased ..........................................
___.
18
Plu5 value o_f heifers freshening ....................................... 129

Average
producers
Doi.
1,107
25
127

Winter
producers
Doi.
1,147
192
195

1.

Total· investment in cows to be accounted for ....... .
Value of cows sold ..........................
—
.................. ..........
Plus inventory value of cows, May 31, 1949 ...........
__.

1,259
67
1,11 8

1,534
229
1,229

2.

Total investment in c.ows accounted for .................... 929
Depreciation per farm ..........................
__
................ .
46
Depreciation per cow .. .........................
.
....................
8.21
Interest per cow _____
..........................................................
6.85

1,1 85
74
9.14
685

1,458
76
9.05
7.05

15.99

16.10

Item

Total .................................................................

975
126
803

15.06

~-
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APPENDIX III
DAIRY MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Feeding practices related to production per cow and returns per cow, 59 cheese milk pro•
ducers, Memphis Milkshed, June 1948-May 1949.
Average per cow
Returns
No. of
Total, digestible nutrient!/
1, to labor
T. D.N. fed
Receipts
Cost
Milk prod.
farm s
per cow
Doi.
Dol.
Lbs.
Lbs.
Dol.
43
128
ll9 0
3404
85
····------ 30
Farms feeding the least —
3915
2722
14
148
Farms feeding the most ______ _ 29
134
Table 1.

I

l

Freshening pattern related to production per cow and returns per cow, 59 cheese milk pro-ducers, Memphis Milkshed, June 1948-May 1949
Average per cow
No.
Cows fresr..ening
ofwws fresh-1
enmg from
of
from
Milk
Returns
Cost
Receipts
to labor
prod.
June-November
farms
June-November
Doi.
Doi.
Lbs.
Dol.
____________________ 32
None __ _________
128
102
26
3480
0
______________ 27
11 9
31
3863
150
33
1 or more ______
Table 2.

I

1%

I

Quality of cows related to production per cow and returns per cow, 59 cheese milk pro-ducers, Memphis Milkshed, June 1948-May 1949.
Average per cow
Returns
Milk
No. of
Average value of
Cost
Value
to labor
Receipts
farms
prod.
cows in herd
Dol.
Lbs.
Dol.
Doi.
Doi.
]19
3515
136
109
27
Less than $150 ------------------------ 32
159
3820
109
32
$150 and above __________
141
------------------------ 27
Table 3.

I

..

I

